T he political turmoil that has gripped our country for the past year or so should have largely subsided with the election of a new president. Its persistence, however, brings to mind a highly acclaimed bestseller published 26 years ago, titled Parliament of Whores ( 1 ) . Its author, P. J. O'Rourke, a gifted conservative writer, uses wit, creativity, and humor in his thought-provoking attempt to explain the entire US government.
Th e book off ers chapters on Congress, the president, the Supreme Court, domestic and foreign policy, the federal budget, and much more. A few quotations will give you the tone of his analysis:
• "Democrats are . . . the party of government activism, the party that says government can make you richer, smarter, taller and get the chickweed out of your lawn. Republicans are the party that says government doesn't work, and then they get elected and prove it" ( 2 ).
• "It is a popular delusion that the government wastes vast amounts of money through ineffi ciency and sloth. Enormous eff ort and elaborate planning are required to waste this much money" ( 3 ).
• "Politicians are interested in people. Not that this is always a virtue. Fleas are interested in dogs" ( 4 ).
• "Th e mystery of government is not how Washington works but how to make it stop" ( 5 ). Given his opinions of Washington's "normal" political processes, we wonder what O'Rourke would say about the recent presidential election process. We do know that, at the end of September 2016, he introduced himself as a "political satirist in a campaign that's self-satirizing" ( 6 ) . Perhaps he felt that he had little to add to the circus.
No matter which candidate, if any, you supported in the 2016 presidential campaign, both the process and the results of the election were shocking and dismaying to a large number of people in the United States and around the world. Notably, several nations gave their citizens open access to the media streams and live debates between the candidates, with the implicit (and sometimes explicit) message that "this is why our people don't want democracy." An article in Th e Diplomat , a China-based newsletter, closed with this line from a US businessman, "'Now the world is looking at us and laughing,' he sighed. 'What is going on?'" ( 7 ) .
As readers will remember , this was going on: 
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One major party ran an experienced establishment fi gure who was perceived as wealthy and "entitled to be next," who was being investigated for a variety of violations of laws (and common sense), who had ties to a foundation that received millions of dollars from foreign governments, and whose allies on the Democratic National Committee had clearly helped eliminate her closest rival.
Th e other major party ran a nonpolitician, alleged billionaire, semi-"reality" TV "personage" who said things that mocked the handicapped, were anti-Mexican, anti-Muslim, pro-nuclear proliferation, racist, and misogynist, and who made a number of other statements that would have gotten an eighth-grader grounded for months.
Th e third parties fi elded candidates who were mostly running against the big parties and, in one case, didn't know who or what Aleppo was.
By November 1, 2016, the two major candidates had managed during the course of their campaigns to become two of the most disliked presidential candidates ever. According to a Washington Post poll days before the election ( 8 ), only George W. Bush, Vladimir Putin, and white supremacist David Duke had worse popularity ratings than Hillary Clinton and Donald Trump. Each candidate was actually less popular than Communist China, the National Rifl e Association, and even the Internal Revenue Service.
By Wednesday morning, hours after the polls had closed, Clinton had secured the popular vote, but because of the structure of the electoral college, Trump was the president-elect. Th is further confused people around the world who did not understand how a person could lose the popular vote and still win the election.
Perhaps O'Rourke's opinion of the election process and its product is summed up in the fi nal words of Parliament of Whores :
Authority has always attracted the lowest elements in the human race. All through history mankind has been bullied by scum. Th ose who lord it over their fellows and toss commands in every direction and would boss the grass in the meadow about which way to bend in the wind are the most depraved kind of prostitutes. Th ey will submit to any indignity, perform any vile act, do anything to achieve power. Th e worst off -sloughings of the planet are the ingredients of sovereignty. Every government is a parliament of whores.
Th e trouble is, in a democracy the whores are us ( 9 ) .
As a satirist, O'Rourke clearly paints a humorous-although ultimately very bleak-picture of democracy's foibles and failures. However, even great politicians have been alleged to have expressed similar thoughts. Winston Churchill, for example, noted, "Indeed it has been said that democracy is the worst form of Government except for all those other forms that have been tried from time to time" ( 10 ) .
Rather than ending this piece negatively, we (who were on adamantly opposite sides of the recent election) prefer to follow America's long tradition of peaceful transition. In that light, we echo President Barack Obama's words:
So I have instructed my team to follow the example that President Bush's team set eight years ago, and work as hard as we can to make sure that this is a successful transition for the President-elect-because we are now all rooting for his success in uniting and leading the country. Th e peaceful transition of power is one of the hallmarks of our democracy. And over the next few months, we are going to show that to the world ( 11 ).
If we stop grieving or gloating and unite for the good of our country and the world, we could challenge O'Rourke's claim that "the whores are us."
